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Abstract: Farm operators were surveyed via mail-questionnaire, 
with telephone follow-up, in 1997 to determine their attitudes 
toward white-tailed deer, deer hunting, and deer management in 
Illinois. The mailing list included the names and addresses of 
26,063 farmers from the Illinois Agricultural Statistical 
Service's universe of 71,736 farm operators. Sampling was 
stratified with the intent, upon completion of the survey, of 
having ~100 usable questionnaires per county (excluding Cook, 
DuPage, Kane, and Lake). A total of 10,612 usable questionnaires 
were obtained for a response rate of 41%. The resulting data 
were summarized by administrative region and compared with 
findings of simi~ar surveys conducted in 1982 and 1990. 
Statewide, the proportion of farmers who reported having deer on 
their farms increased from 73% in 1982 to 83% in 1990 to 96% in 
1997. Similarly, a majority of the farmers believed there were 
more deer on their farms in 1990 (65%), and again in 1997 (55%), 
than 5 years earlier. In 1990, 33% of the farmers said they 
would like to have fewer deer on their farms, whereas 52% felt 
that way in 1997. The proportion of farmers who reported no deer 
damage decreased from 53% in 1982 to 28% in 1990 to 19% in 1997. 
Farmers who reported excessive deer damage increased from 6% to 
28% to 43%, respectively. Farmers who considered deer a nuisance 
on their farms increased from 5% in 1990 to 17% in 1997, whereas 
those who found deer enjoyable decreased from 51% to 32%. In 
1997, 9% of the state's farmers reported that deer did severe 
damage on their farms, with orchards and nursery stock being the 
crops most frequently sustaining such damage. Of farmers with 
severe damage, 57% indicated the damage was offset by enjoyment 
derived from the presence of deer and 43% said the damage was 
excessive. The estimated cost of damage averaged $519 in 1996, 
and $581 in 1997, per farm with damage. As of 1997, 27% of the 
state's farmers had employed deer control methods, with hunting 
being the most effective method. The proportion of farmers who 
allowed deer hunting was 67% in 1982, 77% in 1990, and 86% in 
1997. Statewide, majorities of farmers thought the number of 
firearm deer hunters (53%) and archery deer hunters (52%) on or 
near their farms were about right in 1996-97. Management 
implications of these findings are discussed. 
lIllinois Natural History Survey. 
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This 1997 survey of Illinois farmers' attitudes toward deer 
and deer hunting follows similar studies conducted in 1982 (Kube 
1983) and 1990 (Morgan et al. 1992). In the 1982 survey, 67% of 
the respondents considered the deer herd to be about the right 
size, 12% thought it too large, and 21% believed it too small. 
Most farm operators felt that deer permit quotas were about right 
(69%), allowed some deer hunting on their property (67%), and had 
not suffered excessive crop damage from deer (94%). In the 1990 
survey, 52% of the respondents preferred to have about the same 
number of deer, 33% would like to have fewer deer, and 9% desired 
more deer. Most farmers allowed deer hunting (77%), thought the 
number of deer hunters about right (65%), and had not suffered 
excessive deer damage (72%). 
The Illinois deer herd grew from an estimated 300,000 
animals in 1982 to 540,000 in 1989 to 710,000 in 1997 (Nixon 
1991, Illinois Department of Natural Resources [DNR] unpubl. 
data) Morgan et al. (1992) emphasized that the rapidly 
increasing deer population had the potential to cause significant 
problems for farmers. Many thousands of deer-vehicle collisions 
occur along the state's highways and byways each year, and deer 
may negatively impact crops and native vegetation. However, deer 
offer many sociological, recreational, and economic benefits for 
the citizens of Illinois (Anderson and Shelton 2001) . 
In its attempts to achieve a proper balance for the deer 
herd, the Department of Natural Resources regularly solicits 
input from farm operators and deer hunters. Thus, farmers and 
hunters are periodically surveyed to determine their activities, 
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attitudes, and opinions with regard to deer, deer hunting, and 
deer management in Illinois. Information obtained with these 
surveys improves the DNR's deer management program, which in turn 
provides positive feedback to the constituents it serves 
(Anderson and Shelton 2001) To date, farm operators have been 
surveyed 3 times: in 1982 (Kube 1983), in 1990 (Morgan et al. 
1992), and in 1997 (present study). Firearm and archery deer 
hunters were surveyed following the 1981, 1989, 1994, and 1997 
seasons (Kube 1984, Anderson and Kube 1990, Anderson et al. 1996, 
Anderson and Shelton 2001) Archery hunters were also surveyed 
following the 1992 season (Anderson et al. 1994). 
ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS AND LAND USE 
The State of Illinois is currently divided into 5 regions 
for purposes of administering management programs on public and 
private lands (Fig. 1). Data characterizing land use in each 
region, and for the entire state, are summarized in Table 1. The 
land-use characteristics presented influence deer abundance, deer 
hunting, and farmers' attitudes toward these enterprises. 
Forests, the key component to deer habitat, comprised 22% of 
the landscape in Administrative Region 5, 15% in Region 4, and 9% 
in Region 1 (Table 1). Only 5% of the land area in Regions 2 and 
3 were in forest. Statewide, 12% of land was forested. 
The proportion of land devoted to farms varied from a low of 
66% in Region 5 to a high of 88% in Region 3. Land in crops 
exhibited a similar pattern, being 55% in Region 5 and 83% in 
Region 3. Statewide, farms averaged 375 acres in size. Average 
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farm size ranged from 323 acres in Region 5 to 440 acres in 
Region 3. In 1990, Illinois farms averaged ~77 acres in size 
(calculated from Morgan et al. 1992). 
Administrative Region 5 had the lowest percentage of land 
area in corn (17%) and in soybeans (23%), whereas Region 3 had 
the highest percentages for these crops (40% and 38%, 
respectively) (Table 1). Conversely, Region 5 had the highest 
percentages of farms with hay (37%) and with cattle (39%), while 
these categories were much lower in Region 3 (22% and 21%, 
respectively). The proportion of land in wheat was relatively 
high in Regions 4 and 5 (5%), and relatively low in the other 
regions (~1%). The percentage of farms with hogs was higher in 
Region 1 (12%) and Region 4 (11%) than the other regions (~9%). 
Average per acre value of land and buildings was lowest in 
Administrative Region 5 ($1,315) and highest in Region 2 
($3,435). The average value of land and buildings was also 
relatively low in Region 4 ($1,887). The per farm value of 
machinery and equipment followed similar patterns, being lowest 
in Region 5 ($67,855), and progressively higher in Region 4 
($86,127), Region 1 ($92,369), Region 2 ($105,904), and Region 3 
($113,606) . 
METHODS AND MATERIALS 
In consultation with other DNR personnel, Forest Wildlife 
Program staff developed a list of questions relating to deer, 
deer damage, deer hunting, and deer management in Illinois. 
These questions were submitted to the Illinois Agricultural 
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Statistics Service (lASS), whose staff designed a questionnaire 
that also contained some agricultural-related questions (Fig. 2) 
The lASS administered the survey and tabulated the resulting 
data. 
The initial sample for this survey included 19,965 names and 
addresses from the lASS's universe of 71,736 farm operators. 
Farmers in counties encompassing the Chicago metropolitan area 
(Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake) were excluded. The sampling rate 
was stratified according to the number of farms in each county: 
<147 farms, 75% (2 counties); 148-226 farms, 67% (4 counties); 
227-322 farms, 50% (9 counties); 323-975 farms, 37% (79 
counties); and >975 farms, 25% (4 counties). This approach 
resulted in a sample of 107 farm operators ln the counties with 
the fewest farms and 355 farm operators in the counties with the 
most farms. The goal, upon completion of the survey, was to have 
~100 usable questionnaires for each of the 98 counties sampled. 
The first mailing of the questionnaire took place on 15 
September 1997. Non-respondents were sent a second (reminder) 
questionnaire on 30 September, followed by telephone interviews 
conducted from 14 October through 10 December. At the completion 
of these efforts, there were still 62 counties that were 
represented by <100 usable questionnaires. Thus, a second sample 
of farm operators was developed for these counties using the 
formula: (100 - number of usable questionnaires from initial 
sample) x 5. This sampling approach produced the names and 
addresses of 6,098 farm operators, who were mailed the 
questionnaire on 24 December 1997. There was no second mailing 
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or telephone follow-up. 
Thus, this survey used the names and addresses of a total of 
26,063 farm operators. The responses included 8,154 usable 
questionnaires returned by mail, 2,458 usable questionnaires 
completed by telephone, and 3,964 unusable questionnaires 
(refusals, retired, out of business, etc.). Based on these 
numbers, the responses included 14,576 (56%) total questionnaires 
and 10,612 (41%) usable questionnaires. The usable responses are 
presented by administrative region in Table 2. Overall, there 
was an average of 108 usable responses per sampled county, and 
15% of the state's farm operators were represented in the survey. 
Data from the usable questionnaires, as provided by the lASS 
on diskette, were analyzed with a statistical program (SPSS Inc., 
SPSS 6.1). The 95% confidence intervals for responses to 
opinion-type questions, with sliding sample sizes and response 
ratios, are provided by Anderson and Shelton (2001:Appendix A) . 
As with the 1990 survey, average farm size was considerably 
larger for the farmers included in the 1997 survey (502 acres) 
than for all farmers statewide (375 acres, Table 1). Thus, the 
data for 1997 substantially underrepresent the smaller farms. 
Although it is unclear how this bias might impact survey results, 
it should be recognized that larger farm operators may hold 
different views than small operators. Morgan et al. (1992:4) 
indicated that, in their view, such a bias would "exaggerate the 
presence of deer and the extent of damage from deer." 
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FINDINGS 
The findings of this survey were tabulated relative to the 5 
administrative regions (Fig. 1) and the entire state. 
Deer Numbers 
A majority (55%) of the farm operators statewide thought 
there were more deer on their farms in 1997 than 5 years earlier 
(Table 3). The proportion of farmers who expressed this opinion 
ranged from 48% in Administrative Region 3 to 59% in Region 4. 
Farmers who expressed different opinions were much more likely to 
think that deer numbers were the same (30%) than had decreased 
(9%) on their farms, compared to 5 years earlier. 
Statewide, 52% of the farmers would like to see the number 
of deer (slightly or greatly) reduced on their farms (Table 4) . 
The proportion of farmers who preferred to have fewer deer varied 
from 46% in Administrative Region 2 to 54% in Regions 1 and 5. 
The farmers who felt differently much preferred to have the same 
number of deer (32%) than more deer (10%) on their farms. 
When asked to express their attitudes toward the presence of 
deer on their farms, 45% said they enjoyed deer but worried about 
damage on their farms (Table 5). Farmers in Administrative 
Regions 1-4 (44-48%) were more apt to feel this way than farmers 
in Region 5 (39%). Statewide, 32% of the farmers found the 
presence of deer enjoyable (without indicating a concern about 
damage), whereas 17% considered the animals to be a nuisance. 
Interestingly, Region 5 had the highest percentage of farmers who 
enjoyed the presence of deer (36%) and also the highest 
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percentage who considered deer a nuisance (20%). 
Deer Damage 
Statewide, 43% of the farmers felt that deer did light 
damage on their farms (Table 6). Another 27% of the farmers said 
that deer did moderate damage and 9% said the animals did severe 
damage. The proportion of farmers who thought deer did severe 
damage was somewhat higher in Administrative Regions 4 and 5 (10 
and 11%, respectively) than In the other regions (6-7%). Among 
all farmers in the state, 1 In 5 (19%) indicated that deer did no 
damage on their farms. However, the proportion of farmers who 
felt this way varied considerably, being 16% in Region 4 and 30% 
In Region 2. 
The levels of damage to specific crops, as assessed by 
farmers participating in the survey, are presented in Table 7. 
Statewide, the crops with the highest rates of severe damage were 
orchards (18%) and nursery stock (19%). More than one-quarter of 
respondents who grow these crops reported severe damage to 
nursery stock in Regions 2 and 5, and to orchards in Region 3. 
Ten percent of the state's corn growers reported severe damage, 
as did 6% of the soybean growers. The other specified crops-­
trees, hay, pasture, and wheat / oats--received severe damage at 
relatively low rates (~6%). 
Among the state's farmers who reported having deer damage on 
their farms, 57% said the damage was offset by enjoyment derived 
from the presence of deer, whereas 43% said the damage was 
excessive (Table 8). Farmers were more likely to think deer 
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damage excessive in Administrative Regions 4 and 5 (44% and 47%, 
respectively) than in the other regions (38-40%). As might be 
expected, farmers with moderate or severe damage (71% and 98%, 
respectively, statewide) were much more prone to believe that 
deer damage was excessive than farmers with light damage (11%). 
Statewide, farmers who had deer damage on their farms 
reported that cost of the damage averaged $519 in 1996 and $581 
in 1997 (Table 9). The average cost reported per farm with 
damage was highest in Region 5 during 1996, and in Region 4 
during 1997. 
Damage Control 
One-fourth (27%) of the farmers in the state had taken 
action to reduce deer damage on their farms (Table 10). The 
percentage who took action varied from 23% in Administrative 
Region 3 to 29% in Region 4. For the 6 types of control methods 
listed on the questionnaire, 8% of the farmers had used deer­
proof fences, 8% had used chemical repellents, 11% had used scare 
devices, 12% had encouraged more hunters, 15% had changed farming 
practices, and 8% had used deer removal permits. 
When asked to assess the effectiveness of the 6 types of 
deer control methods, majorities of the farmers reported that 
deer-proof fences (57%), chemical repellents (51%), encourage 
more hunters (79%), and deer removal permits (60%) were (very or 
somewhat) effective (Table 11). Conversely, majorities thought 
that scare devices (59%) and change farming practices (51%) were 
not effective. With few exceptions, these assessments of deer 
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control methods were consistent across the 5 administrative 
regions. 
Deer Hunting 
Statewide, 39% of the farmers obtained permits to hunt deer 
In 1996-97 (Table 12). The proportion of farmers who hunted deer 
was highest in Administrative Region 5 (53%) and lowest in Region 
2 (20%). One-fourth (27%) of the state's farmers obtained free 
landowner firearm deer permits and 13% obtained free landowner 
archery deer permits (Table 12). More than one-third of the 
farmers in Region 4 (34%) and Region 5 (39%) opted for free 
landowner firearm permits, whereas only 10% the farmers in Region 
2 chose such permits. 
Fourteen percent of the farmers in Illinois did not allow 
deer hunting on their property (Table 13). The percentage who 
did not allow deer hunting ranged from a low of 7% in 
Administrative Region 5 to 34% in Region 2. At the other 
extreme, 20% of the state's farmers allowed anyone (i.e., anyone 
who asks) to deer hunt on their farms (Table 13). However, most 
(66%) farmers limit deer hunting to relatives and/or a few 
friends. Few farmers (0.7%) allowed only fee hunting for deer on 
their property, while an additional 1.0% charged a fee to some 
hunters while allowing others (relatives and/or friends) free 
access. 
Statewide, slightly over one-half of the farmers thought the 
number of firearm deer hunters (53%) and archery deer hunters 
(52%) on or near their farms were about right (Table 14). The 
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proportion of farmers with these opinions was ~50% in 
Administrative Regions 1, 4, and 5, and ~50% in Regions 2 and 3. 
The remaining farmers who expressed an opinion were ambivalent as 
to whether there were not enough or too many archery hunters. 
However, regardless of administrative region, the farmers were 
more apt to think there were too many firearms hunters than not 
enough. 
Rating DNR Deer Management Program 
One-third (33%) of the farmers in Illinois rated the DNR's 
deer management program as excellent or good, while 23% rated it 
fair and only 16% rated it poor (Table 15). Twenty-eight percent 
of respondents statewide indicated they had no opinion on this 
issue, with those ln Administrative Region 2 being more likely 
(40%) than others to have no opinion. These findings are not 
surprising because most landowners have little interaction with 
the DNR regarding deer management unless they experience deer 
depredation problems or are deer hunters themselves. 
Damage by Other Wildlife Species 
Farmers who participated in the survey were asked to assess 
the level of damage that wildlife species other than deer caused 
on their farms. The statewide responses indicated that two­
thirds or more of the farmers felt that damage by turkeys (68%), 
rabbits (76%), geese (67%), pheasants (69%), and squirrels (75%) 
was insignificant or reasonable (Table 16). Slightly more than 
one-half of the farmers felt the same way about damage by beavers 
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(51%), coyotes (55%), and raccoons (56%). However, notable 
segments of the farmers indicated that beaver damage (16 %), 
coyote damage (24%), and raccoon damage (26%) was unreasonable. 
Farmers in Administrative Region 2 were more apt (23-31%) to 
classify damage by these 3 species as "unreasonable" than farmers 
in the other regions (11-27%) . It is interesting to note that 
the proportion of farmers in Region 2 that classify coyote damage 
as "unreasonable" (31%) is higher than the proportion of farmers 
raising cattle and hogs (Table 1). Overall, coyotes and raccoons 
appeared to be perceived by Illinois farmers as more problematic 
than the other species listed on the questionnaire. 
DISCUSSION 
Probably the greatest value of the present and previous deer 
management surveys is that they document changes in attitudes and 
opinions of Illinois farmers toward deer, deer hunting, and deer 
management over time. In this context, the proportion of farmers 
who reported having deer on their farms increased from 73% in 
1982 to 83% in 1990 to 96% in 1997 (Table 17). We further note 
that a majority of the farmers believed there were more deer on 
their farms in 1990 (65%), and again in 1997 (55%), than 5 years 
earlier (Table 17). These findings are consistent with changes 
in the size of the state's deer herd, which was estimated to 
increase from 300,000 in 1982 to 540,000 in 1990 to 710,000 in 
1997 (Nixon 1991, DNR unpubl. data). Clearly, the number of deer 
increased during the 1980s and 1990s, and almost all farms in the 
state have deer on them sometime during the year. 
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The attitudes of farmers toward the number of deer on their 
farms also appears to be changing. In 1990, 33% of the farmers 
said they would like to have fewer deer on their farms, whereas 
52% felt that way in 1997 (Table 17). In addition, the 
proportion of farmers who reported no deer damage on their farms 
decreased from 53% in 1982 to 28% in 1990 to 19% in 1997. At the 
other extreme, farmers who reported excessive damage by deer 
increased from 6% to 28% to 43%, respectively, during these 
years. And, farmers who considered deer a nuisance on their 
farms increased from 5% in 1990 to 17% in 1997. The percentage 
of farmers who found deer enjoyable decreased from 51% in 1990 to 
32% in 1997. These data suggest that Illinois farmers have 
become less tolerant of deer and deer damage on their farms. 
Nonetheless, 77% of them still found deer enjoyable to some 
extent in 1997 (Table 5). 
In response to increases ln number of deer and frequency of 
severe damage, 27% of the state's farmers had taken action to 
curb deer activities on their farms as of 1997 (Table 10). The 
most effective control method appears to be the utilization of 
hunters, which was rated to be very or somewhat effective by 79% 
of the farmers who tried it (Table 11). As might be expected, 
the proportion of farmers who allowed deer hunting increased from 
67% in 1981 to 77% in 1990 and to 85% in 1997 (Table 17). More 
farmers are allowing deer hunting, which is probably the 
outgrowth of several related factors--i.e., increases in number 
of farms with deer, increases in number of deer present, and 
increases in frequency of significant damage by deer. 
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The 1997 survey, like the ones conducted in 1982 and 1990 
(Kube 1983, Morgan et al. 1992), measured farmers' attitudes 
toward deer and deer hunting in Illinois. The 1982 survey set 
the standard by asking farmers key questions relating to the 
presence of deer on their farms. The 1990 survey repeated 
several of these questions, as did the 1997 survey. Thus, we now 
have a perspective of farmers' attitudes as viewed over a period 
of 15 years. The findings of these surveys will become more 
valuable over time, as they provide benchmarks for making 
comparisons in the future. We recommend surveying Illinois 
farmers again during the first decade of the new millennium. By 
so doing, the DNR enhances the ability of its deer management 
program to serve the needs of both farmer operators and deer 
hunters in the Prairie State. 
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Table 1. Agricultural characteristics of administrative regions in Illinois. All data are for 1997 (Census of Agriculture County Data), 
except forest data are for 1985 (Iverson et aI, 1989). 
Administrative Region 
21iCharacteristic 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
Totallanq area (acres x 100) 95,725 18,598 68,461 90,944 72,557 346,285 
Number of farms 20,917 3,566 13,670 18,859 14,724 71,736 
Area in farms (%) 81.0 67.6 87.9 78.2 65.5 77.6 
Average farm size (acres) 370 352 440 377 323 375 
Average per acre value of land 2,266 3,435 2,475 1,887 1,345 2,104 
and buildings ($) 
Average per farm value of 92,369 · 105,904 113,606 86,127 67,855 90,418 
machinery and equipment ($) f-' 
0'1 
Area in forest (%) 8.7 5.3 5.1 14.5 21.9 12.1 
Area in crops (%) 71.2 63.6 82.6 66.1 54.7 68.3 
Area in corn (%) 37.0 31.7 39.9 27.0 17.4 30.6 
Area in soybeans (%) 26.0 25 .1 38.4 27.1 23.1 28.1 
Area in wheat (%) 0.5 1.0 1.0 5.2 5.0 2.8 
Area in hay (%) 2.9 1.6 1.0 2.4 2.9 2.3 
Farms with hay (%) 36.0 27.7 22.2 36.0 37.0 33.2 
Farms with cattle (%) 35.8 20.1 21.1 39.0 39.4 33.8 
Farms with hogs (%) 11.9 5.6 7.3 11.4 8.6 9.9 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane and Lake counties. 
Table 2. Distribution of respondents in the 1997 Deer Management Survey as a percentage of total returns and as a percentage of the 
number of farms in each administrative region (Illinois 1997). 
Administrative Number of Number of Respondents or Respondents Number of Respondents as 

Region Counties Respondents % of Total Return per County Farms in Region % of Farms 

1 25 2,916 27.5 117 20,917 13.9 
2a 5 479 4.5 96 3,560 13.4 
3 16 1,909 18.0 119 13,670 14.0 
4 25 2,716 25.6 109 18,859 14.4 
5 27 2,592 24.4 96 14,724 17.6 
Entire Statea 98 10,612 100 108 71,736 14.8 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 3. Opinions of fanners as to changes in the number of deer on their fanns (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
Opinions as to Administrative Region 
2aNumber of Deer 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
(2,473) (372) (1,551) (2,372) (2,281) (9,049) 
More than 5 years ago 53% 53% 48-% 59% 57% 55% 
About the same as 5 years ago 33 31 34 27 27 30 
F ewer than 5 years ago 8 10 10 9 11 9 
Don't know 6 6 8 5 5 6 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
...... 
co 
Table 4. Preferences of fanners for changes in the number of deer on their farms (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
Preferences for Change in Administrative Region 
Number of Deer 1 2a 3 4 5 Entire State a 
(2,467) (368) (1 ,546) (2,376) (2,275) (9,032) 
More than at present 7% 8% 9% 10% 13% 10% 
About the same as at present 33 37 32 32 29 32 
Slightly reduced 28 21 25 23 22 24 
Greatly reduced 26 25 26 29 32 28 
No opinion 6 9 8 6 4 6 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 5. Attitudes of fanners toward the presence of deer on their fanns (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2:1Attitudes Toward Deer 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
(2,479) (372) (1,547) (2,368) (2,278) (9,044) 
Enjoyable 31% 29% 29% 33% 36% 32% 
Enjoyable but worry about damage 48 47 46 44 39 45 
Nuisance 14 16 17 17 20 17 
No particular feelings 7 8 8 6 5 6 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
N 
o 
Table 6. Assessment of farmers as to the amount of damage caused by deer on their farms (Illinois 1996 and 1997). 
Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
(2,481 ) (368) (1,550) (2,368) (2,268) (9,035) 
None 17% 30% 23% 16% 18% 19% 
Light 47 43 45 42 39 43 
Moderate 27 19 23 30 30 27 
Severe 7 7 6 10 11 9 
Don't know 2 1 3 2 2 2 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 7. Assessment of farmers as to the amount of damage caused by deer to various crops (Illinois 1997). Sample 
sizes are in parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
Amount of Damage 1 2!i 3 4 5 Entire State a 
Corn. 84~b (7,543) 
(1,929) (243) (1,133) (1,723) (1,270) (6,298) 
None 6% 10% 9% 7% 6% 7% 
Low 52 54 56 46 46 50 
Moderate 33 29 27 35 37 33 
Severe 9 7 8 12 11 10 
N 
Orchards, 20fQ (7,544) N 
(41) (6) (15) (44) (24) (130) 
None 29% 17% 60% 30% 29% 32% 
Low 29 66 7 14 37 25 
Moderate 27 17 7 36 17 25 
Severe 15 0 26 20 17 18 
Table 7 - continued. 
Table 7. Continued - page 2. 
Administrative Region 
2iiAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
So~bs<ans. 81 % (7,S42) 
(1,694) (221) (1,110) (1,708) (1,341) (6,074) 
None 19% 27% 19% 17% 14% 17% 
Low 55 45 56 50 46 52 
Moderate 22 25 21 27 30 25 
Severe 4 3 4 6 10 6 
Trees, 34% (7,575) 
N 
w (725) (76) (390) (722) (684) (2,597) 
None 32% 37% 36% 35% 29% 33% 
Low 47 33 38 42 46 44 
Moderate 15 21 19 16 19 17 
Severe 6 9 7 7 6 6 
Table 7 - continued. 
Table 7. Continued - page 3. 
Administrati ve Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
None 
Low 
Moderate 
Severe 
(997) 
34% 
51 
13 
2 
Ha~. 44% (7.575) 
(106) (366) (940) 
45% 41% 34% 
38 43 44 
13 14 18 
4 2 4 
(885) 
32% 
40 
23 
5 
(3,294) 
35% 
45 
17 
3 
Pasture,5Q% (7.576) N 
~ 
(1,116) (88) (485) (1,125) (982) (3,769) 
None 62% 82% 63% 60% 51% 59% 
Low 31 15 27 31 35 31 
Moderate 7 3 8 8 11 8 
Severe <1 . 0 1 3 2 
Table 7 - continued. 
Table 7. Continued - page 4. 
Administrative Region 
28.Amount ofDamage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
Wheat/Qats, 37% (7,512) 
(568) (69) (278) (1,047) (855) (2,817) 
None 39% 44% 37% 33% 29% 34% 
Low 45 36 41 45 42 43 
Moderate 14 19 18 19 23 19 
Severe 2 1 4 3 6 4 
Nurs~~, 1% (1,562) 
(26) (13) (11) (24) (22) (96) 
N 
None 39% 0% 37% 75% 32% 40% lJl 
Low 27 15 27 4 14 17 
Moderate 19 54 27 8 27 24 
Severe 15 31 9 13 27 19 
Qther, 5~Q (7,57Q) 
(86) (14) (55) (100) (130) (387) 
None 57% 36% 66% 51% 31% 47% 
Low 22 36 18 28 28 26 
Moderate 13 14 9 13 23 16 
Severe 8 14 7 8 18 11 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
b Percentage of respondents growing crops. 
Table 8. Attitudes of fanners toward damage caused by deer on their fanns (Illinois 1996 and 1997). Sample sizes are 
in parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2'J.Attitudes Toward Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
With light damage 
Offset by enjoyment 
Damage was excessive 
(952) 
89% 
11 
(127) 
91% 
9 
(573) 
87% 
13 
(819) 
90% 
10 
(721) 
88% 
12 
(3,192) 
89% 
11 
With moderate damage 
Offset by enjoyment 
Damage was excessive 
With severe damage 
Offset by enjoyment 
Damage was excessive 
(554) 
28% 
72 
(172) 
2% 
98 
(56) 
18% 
82 
(22) 
5% 
95 
(300) 
32% 
68 
(91) 
2% 
98 
(590) 
29% 
71 
(229) 
1% 
99 
(556) 
28% 
72 
(222) 
2% 
98 
(2,056) 
29% 
71 
(736) 
2% 
98 
N 
0"1 
All with damage 
Offset by enjoyment 
Damage was excessive 
(1,678) 
60% 
40 
(205) 
62% 
38 
(964) 
62% 
38 
(1,638) 
56% 
44 
(1,499) 
53% 
47 
(5,984) 
57% 
43 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties.· 
Table 9. Cost of deer damage as reported by farmers (Illinois 1996 and 1997). Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2aCost in Dollars 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
.122.6 
(1,276) (143) (634) (1,156) (1,012) (4,221 ) 
$1 - $100 25% 20% 29% 23% 21% 24% 
$101 - $300 26 26 21 23 24 24 
$301 - $500 19 22 18 18 19 19 
$501 - $1,000 16 13 16 15 15 15 
>1,000 14 19 16 21 21 18 
Meanb $541 $532 $489 $557 $562 $519 
1997 
tV 
...J(1,212) (136) (581) (1,083) (976) (3,988) 
$1 - $100 23% 19% 27% 22% 20% 22% 
$101 - $300 24 21 19 21 22 22 
$301 - $500 18 19 19 14 17 17 
$501 - $1,000 17 12 15 18 16 17 
>1,000 18 29 20 25 25 22 
Meanb $529 $653 $540 $661 $617 $581 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 

bAs calculated by using midpoint of cost categories that were :s $1,000 and $1,500 for costs >$1,000. 

Table 10. Percentage of farmers who have taken action to reduce or prevent damage by deer on their farms (Illinois 
1997). Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Took Action to Administrative Region 
2aPrevent Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire State a 
(2,lO2) (268) (1,229) (2,018) (1,884) (7,501) 
Yes 27% 28% 23% 29% 27% 27% 
No 72 70 76 69 72 72 
Don't know 1 2 1 2 1 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
tV 
co 
Table 11. Effectiveness of deer control methods used by farmers (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Effectiveness for Administrative Regions 
2l!Deer Control 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
Deer-PrQQfFences, 8%b (2,040) 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
(36) 
17% 
44 
39 
(7) 
57% 
29 
14 
(26) 
27% 
42 
31 
(34) 
12% 
56 
32 
(50) 
22% 
44 
34 
(153) 
21% 
46 
33 
Ch~miQal Repellents, 8% (2,031) 
Very 
Somewhat 
Not 
(36) 
0% 
44 
56 
(8) 
0% 
38 
62 
(23) 
9% 
43 
48 
(43) 
7% 
56 
37 
(52) 
2% 
44 
54 
(162) 
4% 
47 
49 
N 
U) 
Scare Deyices, 11 % (2,Q40) 
(44) (11) (35) (53) (75) (218) 
Very 0% 0% 9% 4% 1% 3% 
Somewhat 41 46 28 45 36 38 
Not 59 54 63 51 63 59 
Table 11 - continued. 
Table 11. Continued - page 2. 
Effectiveness for Administrative Regions 
2aDeer Control 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
Very 
Somewhat 
(517) 
12% 
68 
En~our!!ge More Hunters, 12% (2,039) 
(65) (256) (515) 
11% 18% 14% 
80 60 66 
(433) 
9% 
66 
(1,786) 
13% 
66 
Not 20 9 22 20 25 21 
Very 
Somewhat 
(67) 
6% 
31 
Change Farming PI!!ctic~s, 15% (2,Q37) 
(10) (32) (106) 
0% 19% 8% 
70 34 45 
(99) 
8% 
42 
(314) 
8% 
41 
w 
0 
Not 63 30 47 47 50 51 
Deer R~mov!!l Permits, 8°tQ (2,036) 
(33) (9) (24) (57) (49) (172) 
Very 15% 22% 8% 25% 16% 18% 
Somewhat 30 45 46 49 41 42 
Not 55 33 46 26 43 40 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
b Percentage of respondents using method. 
Table 12. Types of deer hunting permits held by farmers in fall-winter 1996-97 (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Type of Deer Administrative Regions 
2aHunting Permit 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
(2,421) (361) (1,516) (2,341) (2,233) (8,872) 
Paid firearm 11% 8% 10% 12% 13% 12% 
Paid archery 5 4 5 6 7 6 
Paid muzzleloader-only 1 1 1 2 1 
Paid handgun-only 1 1 1 4 4 2 
Paid landowner firearm 3 4 5 5 7 5 
Free landowner firearm 19 10 14 34 39 27 
wFree landowner archery 9 6 8 16 20 13 
t-' 
Do not hunt deer 71 80 74 55 47 61 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 13. The types of people that farmers allow to deer hunt on their farms (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Administrative Regions 
2aTypes of People 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
(2,393) (354) (1,481) (2,319) (2,230) (8,777) 
Farm is closed to hunting 16% 34% 20% 12% 7% 14% 
Anyone who asks 15 9 22 16 29 20 
Selected hunters 
Immediate family only 20 13 19 28 24 23 
Relatives 19 14 16 23 22 20 
A few friends and relatives 52 44 41 49 46 47 
Hunters who pay a fee 
Total selected hunters 
1.6 
69c 
1.7 
57c 
0.7 
58c 
2.7 
72c 
1.4 
64c 
1.7b 
66c 
w 
tV 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
b 0.7% allow fee hunting only. 
c The totals for selected hunters are less than the sum of the above values because some farmers allow 2 or more types of 
people to hunt. 
Table 14. Attitudes of fanners toward the number of deer hunters on or near their fanns (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
Administrative Regions Attitude Toward ii 3 4 5 Entire Statea Number of Hunters 
Eireann Hunters 
(2,334) (340) (1,443) (2,223) (2,134) (8,474) 
Not enough 11% 12% 12% 10% 13% 12% 
About right 55 46 46 55 52 53 
Too many 17 15 17 21 24 19 
Don't know 17 27 25 14 11 16 
Bowhunters w 
w 
(2,182) (331) (1,402) (2,108) (2,040) (8,063) 
Not enough 16% 15% 16% 14% 16% 15% 
About right 53 47 45 55 52 52 
Too many 10 11 13 15 18 14 
Don't know 21 27 26 16 14 19 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 15. How farmers rate the Department ofNatural Resource's deer management program (Illinois 1997). Sample sizes are in 
parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2aRating DNR 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
(2,442) (366) (1,511) (2,316) (2,196) (8,831 ) 
Excellent 5% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4% 
Good 30 22 29 31 29 29 
Fair 22 21 23 24 23 23 
Poor 11 12 12 16 22 16 
No opinion 32 40 34 24 22 28 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
Table 16. Assessments of farmers as to the amount of damage caused by various wildlife species on their farms (Illinois 1997). 
Sample sizes are in parentheses. 
Administrative Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
Turkeys, 65%b (9,228) 
(1,655) (188) (817) (1,759) (1,610) (6,029) 
Insignificant 56% 53% 52% 55% 60% 56% 
Reasonable 12 3 5 16 11 12 
Unreasonable 6 1 2 7 5 5 
No opinion 26 43 41 22 24 27 
Rabbits, 92% (9,228) w 
tJ1 
(2,343) (335) (1,450) (2,199) (2,130) (8,457) 
Insignificant 67% 66% 65% 69% 67% 67% 
Reasonable 9 7 7 9 10 9 
Unreasonable 2 3 2 2 1 2 
No opinion 22 24 26 20 22 22 
Table 16 - continued. 
Table 16. Continued - page 2. 
Administrative Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
Beay~rs. 62% (2.228) 
(1,723) (242) (962) (1,402) (1,393) (5,722) 
Insignificant 41% 36% 40% 46% 43% 42% 
Reasonable 10 8 8 7 9 9 
Unreasonable 21 23 15 11 16 16 
No opinion 28 33 37 36 32 33 
G~ese. 71 % (2.227) 
(1,894) (279) (1,068) (1,711) (1,555) (6,507) w 
O'l 
Insignificant 58% 56% 54% 58% 56% 57% 
Reasonable 12 10 8 10 9 10 
Unreasonable 4 4 3 3 4 4 
No opinion 26 30 35 29 31 29 
Table 16 - continued. 
Table 16. Continued - page 3. 
Administrative Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
£h~asanls • 11% (2.228) 
(2,181 ) (321) (1,370) (1,526) (1,152) (6,550) 
Insignificant 69% 65% 64% 60% 51% 62% 
Reas.onable 8 6 8 6 4 7 
Unreasonable 1 <1 1 1 <1 1 
No opinion 22 28 27 33 44 30 
CQ)::QteS. 250fQ (2.228) 
(2,385) (363) (1,504) (2,298) (2,220) (8,770) w 
-..) 
Insignificant 45% 40% 44% 48% 50% 47% 
Reasonable 8 6 7 9 8 8 
Unreasonable 26 31 24 24 20 24 
No opinion 21 23 25 19 22 21 
Table 16 - continued. 
Table 16. Continued - page 4. 
Administrative Region 
2aAmount of Damage 1 3 4 5 Entire Statea 
RaccQQlls, 26% (2,228) 
(2,457) (366) (1,499) (2,301) (8,834) (8,834) 
Insignificant 40% 40% 45% 43% 48% 44% 
Reasonable 12 10 11 13 13 12 
Unreasonable 33 27 24 28 18 26 
No opinion 15 23 20 16 21 18 
Squirrels, 22% (2,228) 
(2,325) (341) (1,417) (2,252) (2,188) (8,523) LV co 
Insignificant 65% 59% 61% 60% 60% 62% 
Reasonable 11 9 9 15 15 13 
Unreasonable 3 2 3 4 3 3 
No opinion 21 30 27 21 22 22 
a Excluding Cook, DuPage, Kane, and Lake counties. 
b Percentage of respondents with species on their farms. 
C 
Table 17. Responses for comparable items from the 1982, 1990, and 1997 deer management surveys in Illinois. 
Year of Survey 
Comparable Item 1982a 199015 1997c 
Have deer on farm 
Have more deer than 5 years ago 
Desire fewer deer on farm 
Find deer enjoyable 
No deer damage on farm 
Excessive damage on farm 
Consider deer nuisance on farm 
Allow hunting 
a From Kube (1994). 
b From Morgan et al. (1992). 
Present study. 
73% 
35 
53 
6 
67 
83% 
65 
33 
51 
28 
28 
5 
77 
96% 
55 
52 
32 
19 
43 
17 
85 
w 
~ 
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Uli~",=':;"1 1997 DEER MANAGEMENT SURVEY 
.0. .... 19l1l 

'PrilvGoId, a 6179H211
~ , ~ (217) ~92~9l 
Dc.a.r Kcpo rtc,r: 
The. lllinoLs Department or NarunJ Resources noc..1.s to ID"'"-&Sure the &1litude.s of fum ~n.lors regarding deer and dcu m&..nAgcmcn t. Out 
Otfl~ has agreed to connuct the ilurV'C)'. Your ti.rt:o cpcntion """as ~loct.Gd at random (TOm a.mong alJ fum operalon in tbe .tAle: . Plca..se 
a.J1.S"W'Cr LD('. questions for t!x wd you operaLc. I.Dd return I.bc form in the prepAid envelope. Your report willl.oe lcpt confid.ecti.u and used 
onl)' in ~u.lllIW)' with all other reporu. A prompt response is appreciated. 
Respo:tfully. 
~,~ 
U ~~·ti~~W 
I . Is the: ru...mc: Uld .ddrt:S5 00 lhc label canee!'? 
D DYES NO- M;ti..:e corrections 00 the: label 
2. PriIlUJ)' county of operation . 
J. 00 l.and operated by the fum or individu.al(s) list.Gd 00 tbe labd : 
NO 
• . Is any oi the Land in this operation in government programs? D YES D 
b. 	 Have or will crops be gfU'A'D or bAy cut at a.ny lime dW"ing 1997 D YES D NO 
c. 	 Hi.ve or will gralo. or.aybGans be lto~ aI any time during 1m. or do you D 
bave ,:.crage facilities used (or ltoring gra..in:? . . . • . . . .. .... YES D NO 
d . Have or will a.ny fruil!li, vegetables, Dursery crops, mushrooms or other D 
speci&.lty crops be gC'O'W'D. (or commercial use alany time during 19971 YES D NO 
e . 	 Hove or will there be any bogs, e&IUe, Ibe<:p. horse.. poultry, be<:s. e&tfLSb. D YES D NO or other li\'e>tod on lhis ope.-tioc &l any tune during 199n. . . . . . . 
4. Does this oper-a.1iOD do busi..Oess Ullder a.ny name olher than a.s .b"""'D on label?o 	NO D YES - Enter lWDe: 
'fNO IO all 
u~ms. to w 
ium 26 on 
pag< 4. 
~ 	 (Do you ~l this ~ to ap~ar on the label?) DYES D NO 
5. h)<)ur SSN I.Cd ElN prinlGd correctly on !he address label? 
• To u.i&( in idenl.ifyin,r dupli(..t.~on ...,ilh OW" lift d £"fTO opcnton. pk....c report your So<:ial Su:urity Numbu . If 
)'OUr operation bu II; Fc.deralldcl'f.ificatioa Numb«, thi. would be helpful. Diaclo.ure o()'OUr SSN j, voIuru l')'JYB ONe 
.M i, c.oU«\od under the men.! auc.hont)' d Tide. 7, SCIoC'!ion 2204 rL \he U.S. Cod( 
6 . 	To determine possible dupGcalioQ in reporting. wb..icb ooe of the (oU""",ing besl describes the management or your fuming 
ope.-tion?o 	INDIVIDUAlLY ope.-Iod land. Go to page 2. 
D 	HIRED MANAGER of land owD«l by IOmeotle else. Go to page 2. 
D 	PAKfNERSHIP, plus< Ii.t partner'. Il&me.s in (able bel""" !h"" go to page 2. 
(Pannus jointly opercu< I4nd and ,hart in d<cU making. DO NOT includ< landlord as parTner.) ONo::~:~""" ~"'-"' '''_~_J:~:> ---- - ..---

City ·­ -·­------ Zip 1Cit)' Zip 
, 
County _ ___ _ ._ . ... Phom 
Ooes lhU prnoa ah.o b..a'"t-. r--­ '1 
_J. ! CounlY _ _ .___ __ _ 
i Ooes th4 pet'lOU aWo Lan. 
Phone ( 
leparatt opc'nrotioc i.e _~..:'_~ ' i YES ; ~p;ir8tt opcratiou i.e IIJ.i..a()Ls:1--­ -­·· - - - Y[S 
Name 
Address __ 
City --­ - ..- --
COunty __ __ _ _ . _ Phone 
Doer th.iJ pet'lOl1 .w.o hAft • 
t.t'par:-_t~ Qpr':."~~_l_~oi..\? 
Zip 
i NO I! :~:r~" -Coucly _ _ __. ___ Doer this penoa .w.o b.aft • j ...epanlt Qpt"~~~ i.e . ~lJ.i..aoi1: Phone I YLS NO 
L­__________________________________________.______________________. ---
Figure 2. 'Ite qt.ESticnnaire t.l93l for a:rrltrtinJ tiE 1r;m IDimis :D::Er 
Mmag::rre:nt 9.rrvey, rn:lu::B:1 to 66 %of origiral size (a:ntinu:rl). 
I 
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,~ 
'NSTRUCrIONS - Plca~L': t'\lIllplctc the foll(7o.l.'ing questionnaire for your farming operation. 
no NOT INCLUDE information about land rented to others. 
AcllliS-oPCRAT~ .. 100 
7 11')1\' MAI,Y TOTAL ACRES or LAND arc you operating lhi. year ~ including cropland and 
1,()n-('ro~I"IH.J? (include alllo.lM u\\'fI(·J, rented or numagul. but acludc land r(:nlcd to others) / acres I 
300or the tout acre::; oper3.IGd in question 7, hCNrr' many acres would classify as CROPLAND? 
(Include land in hay and cropland in gov'C~nl programs) acre. I1 
305GRAIN STORAGE 

CAPACITY locateJ 011 the tol..J.1 acres you open,te? 
 busbels I1 
1()f'.1ax.imum numba of\VORKERS HIRED at one lime in the last y("'...ar? 
1 
885 ~orkaJ 
- ·~-ITEUlL:RllP5-~---1 
For rhe follo"7ng quesn'ons check ( 0/) rhe bax rhm (p!anted or to be pianted in 1997) ! ACRES besr represellls your experience or opinion. 
iJ20CORN 
DEER l\1Jl\ffiERS 
iJ 72SOYBEANS 11. 	Over the past five yc:.a.n, b(N.I Mve deer numbers changed 
on your hrm? 
: SORGHUM (milo) !342 ~~--I 
&. More deer lhA.n five ye.a..rs ago ,
OATS 	 --I
I 
!2QI--' 
'3<XJ b 	 About the same number is fi ...'e ye.a..rs ago I~____IWHEAT 
1202AUAUA & AUALFA MIXTURES 
c. Fe"o'<'er deer th~ five years ago 
I ALL O11-!ER HAY CUT 1347 ! 1203 
1200 
-~.----~---
d. Don't k,n()',l.l 
: CRP (lO-year government program) 
i O11-!ER (specify): 
LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY NUMBER 
i All. CATILE & CALVES 
I (including dUry type) TCITAL 
610 
I MILK COWS (dry & in milk) 
I I 
615 
12. HeN.' would you lite to see the number of deer on your 
farm change in the future? 
&. More deer than at present. 
b. About the same Dumber as at present 
c. Slightly reduced 
d. Greatly reduced , 
621 ~----CAPACITY OF FEEDLOT 1 , 

----'

-----to---	 r-~I 
I ALL SHEEP e. No opinion 
! All. HORSES 
13. HeN.' do you feel about deer 00. your farm? 
, HENS &: PULLETS of laying age 
209 
11JRKEYS a. I consider deer on my farm enjoyable. 1 1 
I O11-!ER UVESJDCK~Cornmercia!ly 210 Ib. I enjoy a rew deer, but I worry aboul too! raised an;mals (specify): Bees, Mink, etc. I much damage \0 my crops.. 1 
fi
c. 	 I consider deer a nuisance on my farm. I 
[212
d. I have no particular rulings about deer 
c. 	 1 have DO deer on my rann (go to Item 24 12 \3 
on page 4.) 
Addrd~ Phune 
Figure 2. Q:nti.nJ..Bl - ~ 2. 
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DEER DAMAGE 
14 . Ho,,", would you describe the amouot of crop. fence, and oCher property dunage caused by deer 00 your farm in 1996 and 

19977 

& . No dunage (Go to question 20.) . 	 ~ 
h. Light danuge r=J 
c. 	 Moderate d.arru.ge ~ 
d. Severe darru. gc . c:=J 
Don't loolA. ~ 
15 . How do you (ed about the amo unt o f damage from deer in 1996 and 19':l7? 
uarn..age \.I.' IS orrs'!t by Iil e e njoyment of hll \,1r. 1,; d.:cr on the fann . . 
DamAge ""as excessive 
16 . \\'hat was the approx..i rruue co~1 to ),ou fo r d.un.agc to crops,fcoces and/o r other property fr om deer (or the years 1996 &.!l d 
19977 
1996 1991 
Amouot 
11 \l.1ut level be.sl describes the danu£e u.used by only deer for lhe (oUowing crops produced on the land you operate? 
t\O I 
t"ooe Low Moden.. lc Severe G ro ""'o 
a Com r=J E::J EJ EJ E=:J 
On:bud.s 	 .~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
c . Soybearu 	 ~ ~.t=] ~ E=:J 
d. Trees 	 .~ r:=J E:J ~ t=J 
e. Hay. .r=J E=:J r=J E:J r=J 
f. Pa.srure 	 .~ ~ EJ ~ ~ 
g. Wheat/Oat' 	 ~ EJ E=:J ~·EJ 
Nursery .~ ~ EJ r=J EJ 
Other r=:J ~ ~ E:=J EJ 
18 Have you ta.k:eo l.I)y action 00 your (arm to tfY lD reduce or prevenl d.a..mage by deer? 
NO (Go to questioo 20) DON'T KNOW (Go to questioo 20) ~YES ~ c=J 
19. 	For those deer control methods you have used , indicate below how effective each method hu been. For those methods you 
!ave Dol used, check the -Not Used- box. 
Not Very Somewb&J Not 
Uood Effective . Effective Effective 
& . Dee~-proof (eoces c:=J E:J ~ ~ 
b. Chemical repellents 	 ~ ~ ~ ~ 
c . Devices to ~re deer away ~ E=:J ~ ~ 
encouraged more hunters on your ar l!~1 ~ ~ r=J EJ 
E:=J [:=JChanged farming prB cl i ce~ In discQUf:!. ge deer ~ ~ 
Nuis&.nce deer removal pcrllll! (from Ikpaftmenl of NaturaJ 
Resources) 	 E=:J E-=:J ~ ~ 
Figure 2. ctnti.rn.J::rl - ~ 3. 
--- - - -
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DEER HUNTING AND IfiJNTERS 
20. 	Which of !h< following types of pennits did you bave for dur bunting in Illinois in lbe fall/winter of 1996-9n 
(check all lbat apply) 
a . 	 Paid firc:.um pennit r=J 
b . 	 Pa.id lrt:hery permit ~ 
c . 	 Pa.id muuJeloader-<mly permit r=J 
d 	 Paid ha.ndgun~:ml.v pem ut ~ 
t. 	 Paid l:uldowner firearm permit E:-J 
f 	 Fra Ia.ndowner fin:arm permit ~ 
g 	 Free landowner archery pami! r==J 
h . I do not hunt dur r=J 
21. How do you f.:e1 about the number of hunters \I.·ho hunt d.:.er ~[} or our your fann? 
Bow Firurm(Selc..:t one arlSloI.' cr each for ooW hun ti ng acd for firearm hunting?) Hunting Hunting 
• . 	 Not enc.ugh hunters E=:J r=J 
b. 	 About the right number ~ ~ 
c. 	 Too m..::.ny hunkr.s c:=J E=:J 
d. 	 [Jon'! ln o'.'. c:=J ~ 
22. \\' ho ..10 you allo ...... to bunt d~r on yuu r farm? (Check al l that app ly to yo ur fann) 
a . 	 Farm I~ closed to deer huntin& " ~ 
b . 	 An yone l"I,'ho asks permissio n r=J 
c. 	 Immed iate famil y only r=J 
d. 	 Relati ve::;: c:=J 
e. A few friends a.nd neighbors ~ 
~ Hur.lecs I,:.,'ho pay .a fee to access my land. 	 ~ 
:>J Ovc:ral\. h :)w do you ralr."; the [).,;!partlllcnl of N.tur~1 Resources' deer management progrvn? 
Exce1lc:ut Good F.ir Poor No Opinion 
~ ~ [:=J ~ r=J 
2~ . For each of these species . how do you feel about the ieyel of d.amage thai you have suffered in 1997? 
Darn.a~e wa s: 
insignIfi cant 
.1. TurL:.e; ~ 
b. Rabbits: ~ 
c. Beavers ~ 
". Geese ~ 
<. Pheasants ~ 
f Coyotes t=J 
g . RAccoons ~ 
h Squirrels c=J 
Dun.age wa.s rea.socabIe 
in exchange for b.aving 
animal around 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
c=J 
~ 
NO( prescct
Damage was on my 
unreasonable property 
~ E::J 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 
~ ~ 
E:=J EJ 
~ E:=J 
~ EJ 
~ ~ 
[3"631
L----.J Yes 
For Off'.IU V~ Oa.lv 
R.t.lp0Dk Code ""urn 
098 
Addres::. 

Ci ty Z ip 

Coun!~ 
-
Figure 2. Q:nt:ir'nl3:l - p:g2 4. 
